The Multi-dimensions of Aporophobia by Comim, Flavio et al.
Munich Personal RePEc Archive
The Multi-dimensions of Aporophobia
Comim, Flavio and Borsi, Mihály Tamás and Valerio
Mendoza, Octasiano
IQS School of Management, Universitat Ramon Llull
29 September 2020
Online at https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/103124/











The	 poverty	 literature	 is	 fertile	 ground	 for	 controversies.	 Different	 ethical	 frameworks	 have	






all	 differences	 and	 controversies,	 it	 can	 be	 noted	 that	 all	 discordant	 approaches	 to	 poverty	






exercise,	 whenever	 it	 proves	 valid.	 Rather,	 it	 argues	 that	 it	 needs	 to	 be	 broadened	 to	
encompass	the	impressions,	beliefs,	attitudes	and	actions	of	the	non-poor,	 in	particular	what	
Cortina	 (2017)	 defined	 as	 ‘aporophobia’,	 or	 simply,	 ‘rejection	 of	 the	 poor’.	 The	 argument	 is	
that	 the	 way	 that	 the	 non-poor	 imagine,	 understand	 and	 act	 towards	 the	 poor	 is	 part	 of	
poverty	 phenomena,	 independently	 of	 how	 one	 decides	 to	 conceptualise	 or	 measure	 it	
(Sherman,	 2001).	 This	 should	 not	 be	 confused	 with	 psychosocial	 implications	 of	 poverty	
(Ximenes	et	al,	2019)	nor	with	social	exclusion	(Pierson,	2016),	because	these	measures	both	
focus	on	the	suffering	of	the	poor.	On	the	other	hand,	aporophobia	focuses	on	what	the	non-














First,	 it	 names	 a	 phenomenon	 that	 already	 exists	 and	 that	 has	 never	 been	 properly	
investigated.	 Secondly,	 it	 provides	 a	 ‘missing	 link’	 between	 poverty	 and	 inequality	 because	
aporophobia	 can	 connect	 and	 explain	 their	 underlying	 processes.	 Thirdly,	 it	 addresses	 ‘the	
other	 side	 of	 the	 coin’	 in	 the	 poverty	 debate	 because	 without	 the	 understanding	 and	
commitment	of	the	non-poor,	it	is	difficult	to	find	alternatives	for	the	reduction	of	the	hardest	
forms	of	multidimensional	and	chronic	poverty.	Or	even	worse,	because	when	the	non-poor’s	




to	 offer	 the	 first	 analytical	 framework	 to	 tackle	 the	 multi-dimensions	 of	 aporophobia	 as	 a	
preliminary	step	towards	a	fully-fledged	theory	of	aporophobia.	More	specifically,	i)	it	provides	
a	 conceptual	 analysis	 of	 the	 aporophobia	 phenomena,	 suggesting	 that	 there	 are	 three	
dimensions	 of	 aporophobia,	 namely,	 macro,	 meso	 and	 micro	 aporophobia,	 ii)	 it	 introduces	
conceptual	and	measurement	models	 to	 increase	the	theoretical	density	of	 the	concept	 that	
add	corresponding	sub-dimensions	and	iii)	it	examines	preliminary	evidence	of	the	existence	of	
aporophobia	at	an	aggregate	level.	 In	doing	so,	 it	 introduces	a	new	measure	of	aporophobia,	
such	 as	 the	 Global	 Aporophobia	 Index.	 It	 concludes	 by	 putting	 forward	 a	 policy	 agenda	 for	






two	 Greek	 words,	 ‘aporos’	 (the	 poor)	 and	 ‘phobia’	 (rejection,	 fear,	 aversion).	 It	 refers	 to	 a	
range	 of	 situations	 and	 circumstances	 in	which	 the	 non-poor	 discriminate	 against	 the	 poor.	
Cortina	 (2017)	 has	 fully	 developed	 this	 concept.	 She	 used	 17	 different	 expressions	 to	
characterise	a	list	of	aporophobia	phenomena	(see	Table	1).	Three	features	of	this	rich	portrait	
should	 be	 noted:	 first,	 the	 various	 expressions	 used	 by	 Cortina	 seem	 to	 belong	 to	 different	
psychological	 categories	 (impressions,	 attitudes,	 beliefs	 and	 actions,	 as	 categorised	 by	
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Ekkekakis,	 2013));	 secondly,	 they	 appear	 to	 convey	 distinct	 levels	 of	 intensity.	 For	 instance,	
attitudes	such	as	‘disregard’	do	not	seem	to	be	as	intense	as	‘hate	acts’.	Thirdly,	they	represent	
forms	 of	 rejection	 grounded	 on	 asymmetric	 relations.	 It	 is	 interesting	 to	 observe	 that	
asymmetric	relations	per	se	would	not	be	enough	to	produce	aporophobia.	As	Roemer	(2000)	
has	 argued,	 there	 are	 forms	of	 inequality	 and	 asymmetric	 relations	 that	 are	 not	 intrinsically	
negative	 (for	 instance,	 if	 justified	 as	 outcomes	 of	 different	 levels	 of	 individual	 effort).	
Therefore,	 aporophobia	 depends	 on	 the	 existence	 of	 asymmetric	 relations	 that	 are	






























The	 key	 issue	 for	 Cortina	 (2017)	 is	 the	 narrowness	 of	 a	 contractualist	 view	 of	 society	
(understood	as	a	 social	 contract	based	on	mutual	 advantage).	According	 to	 this	perspective,	
the	‘aporoi’	are	those	people	who	have	nothing	good	to	offer	to	society.	This	means	that	they	




dialogue	 with	 the	 poor	 and	 consequently	 the	 poor	 does	 not	 deserve	 their	 respect.	 At	 one	
extreme,	 it	might	 induce	 ‘only’	 a	 certain	 lack	 of	 recognition	 (and	 a	 sense	 that	 the	 poor	 are	
recognised	as	concrete	creatures	of	need).	At	the	other	extreme,	it	might	produce	aggression	




At	 the	 end,	 Cortina’s	 (2017)	 characterisation	 of	 aporophobia	 is	 a	 sharp	 critique	 of	 Rawlsian	
societies	 based	 on	 instrumental	 reciprocity,	 joining	 forces	 with	 Nussbaum	 (2006)	 who	 also	
criticised	 the	 principle	 of	 mutual	 advantage	 as	 a	 proper	 foundation	 for	 social	 cooperation.	
Esquembre	 (2019)	notes	 that	 the	 theme	of	 aporophobia	 can	be	understood	as	 a	 ‘normative	
disruption’	in	this	standard	(Rawlsian)	anthropology	of	reciprocity,	because	there	is	a	group	of	
people	that	do	not	have	any	possibility	of	reciprocation.		
For	 Cortina,	 aporophobia	 is	 at	 the	 root	 of	 several	 other	 kinds	 of	 discrimination,	 such	 as	
xenophobia,	 racism,	 religious	 and	 gender	 discrimination.	 In	 her	 view,	 not	 all	 foreigners	 are	
equally	 discriminated	 (e.g.	 tourists	 are	 always	welcomed)	 but	mainly	 those	poor	 immigrants	
and	 refugees.	 Similarly,	 the	 homeless	 are	 condemned	 to	 be	 insulted	 or	 (in	 the	 best	 case	
scenario)	 to	 become	 invisible	 to	 the	 non-poor	 (Hatento,	 2015).	 Not	 all	 people	 are	
discriminated	merely	 by	 their	 race	 and	 colour	 but	 again	mostly	 those	 that	 are	 for	 instance	
‘black	 and	 poor’.	 This	 does	 not	 mean	 that	 people	 who	 are	 not	 poor	 cannot	 be	 equally	
discriminated,	 but	 that	 often	 aporophobia	 goes	 hand-in-hand	 with	 other	 kinds	 of	
discrimination.	 In	 addition,	 we	 should	 mention	 the	 following	 features	 of	 aporophobia	 for	
Cortina	(2017):	
1. It	 is	 the	 rejection	 of	 a	 group,	 not	 of	 an	 individual.	 In	 other	 words,	 it	 is	 not	 the	
individuality	 of	 a	 poor	 person	 that	 raises	 the	 phobia	 but	 the	 fact	 that	 there	 is	 an	



















media,	 the	 relevant	 institutions	and	 the	non-poor	 relate	 to	 the	poor	 (Garcia-Granero,	2017).	
There	is	a	link	between	fear	and	rejection	that	is	produced	by	alarmist	narratives.	Indeed,	it	is	
frequent	to	find	in	the	press	headlines	that	relate	the	poor	to	a	wide	range	of	social	problems	
that	 threaten	 the	 peace	 and	 stability	 of	 western	 societies	 (despite	 any	 corroborating	
systematic	evidence,	for	an	interesting	discussion	see	Bullock	et	al	(2001)	about	how	the	poor	
are	portrayed	on	TV).		
Martínez	 (2002)	 argues	 that	 mediatic	 phenomena	 might	 give	 rise	 to	 a	 ‘vicious	 circle	 of	
aporophobia’,	 that	 starts	 with	 the	 underprivileged	 groups	 being	 accused	 of	 crimes,	 such	 as	
stealing,	drug	dealing,	prostitution,	etc.	Later,	these	accounts	create	a	perception	that	makes	it	
much	harder	for	the	poor	to	be	integrated	into	society,	increasing	the	probability	that	some	of	
them	might	 consider	doing	an	 illegal	act,	 in	 such	a	way	 that	 the	original	 stereotype	ends	up	
being	 reinforced.	 Andrade	 (2008)	 remarks	 that	 the	 rejection	 of	 the	 poor	 per	 se	 is	 not	 a	
sociological	 novelty	 but	 that	 its	 use	 as	 a	 key	 analytical	 category	 for	 understanding	 the	
processes	 that	 generate	 poverty	 provides	 a	 refreshing	 perspective	 that	 might	 serve	 as	 a	
reminder	for	the	non-poor	about	their	responsibilities	towards	the	poor.	
One	 interesting	 development	 is	 that	 if	 poverty	 is	multidimensional,	 then	we	 can	 experience	
multidimensional	 ways	 in	which	 the	 poor	 can	 be	 rejected.	 In	 other	words,	 for	 each	 kind	 of	
poverty	we	should	expect	a	corresponding	kind	of	aporophobia.	In	fact,	Cortina	(2000)	argues	







But	 how	 can	 we	 advance	 Cortina’s	 agenda	 towards	 a	 broader	 understanding	 of	 the	 multi-
dimensions	of	aporophobia?	One	of	the	difficulties	to	be	faced	is	that	aporophobia	is	described	
by	her	through	the	use	of	17	different	expressions	or	situations	that	need	to	be	harmonised	as	
part	 of	 a	 common	 framework	 to	 achieve	 a	 certain	 theoretical	 standing.	 Moreover,	
aporophobia	does	not	emerge	simply	out	of	a	social	vacuum	but	 it	 is	 influenced	by	objective	
conditions	 that	 shape	 the	 social	 environment	 of	 different	 societies	 such	 as	 their	 levels	 of	





This	 means	 that	 aporophobia	 has	 at	 the	 very	 least	 a	 macro	 (systemic)	 as	 well	 as	 a	 micro	
(individual)	dimension.	If	it	is	true	that	non-poor	people	can	be	aporophobic,	it	should	also	be	
considered	 that	 governments	 can	 be	 aporophobic,	 for	 instance	 in	 their	 fiscal	 policy	 (WDR	
2004),	 given	 that	 the	non-poor	 can	 influence	 redistributive	politics	 (McCarty	 and	Pontusson,	
2011).	 Aporophobia	 can	 also	 be	 a	 feature	 of	 certain	 institutions	 that	 constitute	 a	 particular	
class	of	phenomena.			
Within	this	context,	a	complete	account	of	aporophobia	must	consider	it	as	a	multi-dimension	
phenomena	 that	 could	 include	 three	 distinct	 levels,	 namely:	 i)	 a	micro	 dimension,	 based	 on	
psychological	 features	 and	 actions	 of	 non-poor	 individuals;	 ii)	 a	meso	 dimension,	 whenever	
aporophobia	 is	 manifested	 as	 a	 result	 of	 particular	 institutions	 (for	 instance,	 schools	 and	
hospitals	can	have	aporophobic	cultures)	and	iii)	a	macro	dimension,	based	on	factors,	such	as	
the	non-poor’s	 power	 to	 appropriate	 a	 considerable	 share	of	 national	 income	and	 influence	
the	distributive	role	of	governments.		
Each	 dimension	 corresponds	 to	 specific	 processes	 that	 can	 be	 considered	 in	 isolation	 for	
analytical	 purposes	 only.	 These	 processes	 will	 be	 described	 in	 detail	 in	 the	 following	




























C-processes	 (or	 IBAC,	 for	 short)	 represents	 a	 static	 linear	 process	 in	 which	
individuals	 compose	 their	 impressions,	 interpretations	 and	 imaginations	 (I
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Of	 course,	 processes	 need	 time	 to	 develop	 and	 with	 the	 analytical	 inclusion	 of	 time,	 these	
static	 linear	 processes	 become	 full	 trajectories	 that	 might	 produce	 or	 not	 feedback	 loops.	
Indeed,	 aporophobia	 might	 start	 very	 early	 in	 life	 when	 children	 start	 forming	 their	 early	
perceptions	of	different	traits	between	the	rich	and	the	poor.	These	are	processes,	well-known	
in	 the	 literature	 (e.g.	 Sigelman,	 2012)	 but	 so	 far	 not	 fully	 characterised	 as	 aporophobic.	 By	
articulating	them	in	a	single	framework	we	allow	a	full	understanding	of	their	overall	impact.	In	

































The	 categories	 of	 impressions,	 interpretations	 and	 imaginations	 combine	 cognitive	 and	non-
cognitive	 (psychological-sociological-emotional)	 elements	 (Damasio,	 2006).	 Altogether,	 they	
inform	 beliefs	 that	 can	 naturally	 reinforce	 a	 new	 round	 of	 impressions,	 interpretations	 and	
imaginations.	 But	 they	 are	 far	 from	 being	 able	 to	 avoid	 cognitive	 and	 non-cognitive	
shortcomings	 and	 for	 this	 reason	 we	 need	 to	 consider	 what	 we	 have	 named	 h-processes	
where	 ‘h’	 stands	 for	 ‘heuristics’.	 In	 real	 life,	people	make	mistakes	and	their	 judgements	are	
often	biased	because	they	are	informed	by	a	wide	variety	of	heuristics.		
Kahneman	 (2012)	 offers	 a	 systematic	 account	 of	 several	 kinds	 of	 heuristics	 (named	here	 ‘h-
processes’),	based	on	Stanovich	and	West’s	(2000)	terminology	of	System	1	(S1)	and	System	2	
(S2)	to	describe	the	cognitive	ease	with	which	 individuals	process	 information	(S1)	compared	
to	 their	 more	 articulated	 judgments	 (S2).	 The	 interesting	 point	 is	 that	 it	 seems	 that	
aporophobia	is	shaped	largely	by	the	workings	of	S1.	It	is	within	S1	that	we	find	a	‘model	of	the	
world’	that	individuals	use	to	evaluate	events	as	normal	or	surprising;	it	is	S1	the	source	of	our	




about	 new	 evidence.	 S1	 feeds	 on	 stereotypes	 and	 it	 is	 designed	 to	 jump	 to	 conclusions.	 As	
Kahneman	(2012:	209)	puts	it,	“The	amount	of	evidence	and	its	quality	do	not	count	for	much,	
because	poor	evidence	can	make	a	very	good	story.	For	some	of	our	most	important	beliefs	we	
have	 no	 evidence	 at	 all,	 except	 that	 people	we	 love	 and	 trust	 hold	 these	 beliefs”.	 To	make	
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things	 worse,	 there	 is	 evidence	 that	 suggests	 that	 our	 brains	 are	 more	 influenced	 by	 bad	
events	than	by	good	events	(Baumeister	et	al,	2001).		
This	means	 that	 emotionally	 loaded	words	normally	 used	 to	describe	 the	poor	 attract	more	
attention	 than	 positive	words	 that	 can	 produce	 a	 feeling	 of	 happiness.	 Even	without	 a	 real	
threat,	the	mere	mention	of	a	possibility	of	threat	can	be	understood	by	S1	as	a	real	threat.	An	





Substitution	 heuristics:	 when	 faced	 with	 a	
difficult	 question,	 instead	 of	 trying	 to	 answer	 it	
individuals	answer	a	different,	but	easier	one	
The	non-poor	prefer	 to	 ask	questions	 about	 the	
harm	 that	 refugees	 can	 cause	 to	 their	 societies	
rather	 than	 consider	 the	 complex	 causes	 that	
explain	why	they	left	their	places	of	origin	
Associative	 activation	 heuristics:	 simple	
conjunction	 of	 two	 words	 establishes	 an	
association	of	ideas	
When	the	non-poor	watch	news	about	 the	poor	
and	 bad	 events,	 they	 might	 subsequently	
associate	 the	 poor	with	 negative	memories	 and	
negative	emotions	
Priming	 and	 reciprocal-priming	 heuristics:	 some	
words,	 actions	 or	 emotions	 that	 came	 first	 to	
mind	 shape	 individuals’	 interpretation	 of	 future	
events	 (without	 them	 being	 conscious	 about	
them)	
Because	the	non-poor	are	primed	about	negative	
features	 of	 the	 poor,	 they	 will	 express	
aporophobic	 thoughts	 that	 might	 lead	 them	
towards	 aporophobic	 actions	 that	 might	
reinforce	their	original	information	
Familiarity	 heuristics:	 the	 impression	 of	
familiarity	 gives	 individuals	 an	 impression	 of	
truth;	repetition	induces	cognitive	easing	
For	 the	 non-poor,	 information	 about	 the	 poor	
are	often	scarce	or	 inaccurate.	Because	they	are	




The	 non-poor	 search	 ex-post	 for	 arguments	 to	




Because	 the	 non-poor	 dislike	 something	 about	
the	 poor,	 they	 tend	 to	 attribute	 other	 negative	
things	 to	 the	poor	 that	 go	 altogether	 (“they	 are	
poor,	lazy	and	dangerous”)	
Affect	 heuristics:	 individuals’	 likes	 and	 dislikes	
determine	their	beliefs	about	the	world	
The	non-poor’s	 emotional	 attitudes	 towards	 the	
poor	 drive	 their	 beliefs;	 thus	 some	 legitimate	
arguments	about	the	poor	are	totally	ignored	
Stereotyping	 heuristics:	 the	 costs	 of	 paying	
attention	to	individual	realities	might	be	high,	so	
individuals	 build	 their	 reasoning	 around	
stereotypes	 (that	 are	 easier	 to	 fit	 into	 a	 causal	
story)	
The	 non-poor	 think	 about	 the	 poor	 based	 on	
stereotypes	 that	 are	 suggested	 to	 them	 by	 the	
media	
Possibility	 heuristics:	 individuals	 pay	 more	
attention	 to	 elements	 that	 they	 (emotionally)	
worry	about	
The	 non-poor’s	 worries	 spark	 in	 their	 minds	 a	
vivid	 image	 of	 threats	 by	 the	 poor.	 They	 react	
with	 more	 focus	 against	 the	 poor,	 even	







but	adequate	 solutions.	The	problem	 is	 that	as	much	as	heuristics	 can	be	useful	 in	our	daily	
lives,	they	can	bias	our	normative	judgments.	As	a	result,	the	non-poor	end	up	with	a	view	of	
the	world	about	the	poor	that	it	is	much	simpler	and	more	perverse	(but	–paradoxically-	more	
coherent	 in	 their	 minds)	 than	 facts	 and	 data	 can	 justify,	 leading	 to	 a	 ‘blaming-the-victim’	
morality	 that	 justifies	 the	disenfranchisement	of	 the	poor	 from	human	development	 (Chafel,	
1997).	
Together,	IBAC	and	h-processes	produce	complex	patterns	of	individual	aporophobia.	They	are	
responsible	 not	 only	 by	 the	 valence	 of	 aporophobia	 but	 also	 by	 its	 activation	 and	 intensity	
(these	 terms	will	 be	 explained	 in	what	 follows).	 They	 offer	 a	much	more	 detailed	model	 of	
formation	of	beliefs	and	their	 impacts	on	attitudes	and	actions	than	for	 instance	the	general	





and	macro	realities	 (as	described	by	Figure	1).	There	 is	 relevant	 literature	about	how	certain	
institutions,	 such	 as	 schools	 or	 hospitals	 (meso	 category),	 can	 also	 reject	 the	 poor	 in	 their	
activities	 (Hart,	 1971;	Watt,	 2002	 and	Mercer	 et	 al,	 2012,	 to	mention	 just	 a	 few).	 Teachers	
might	 dedicate	 less	 attention	 to	 their	 poorest	 students,	 doctors	 might	 try	 less	 expensive	
procedures	 with	 poorer	 patients,	 judges	 can	 systematically	 deliberate	 against	 the	 poor	





It	 is	 true	 that	 in	 practice	 it	might	 be	difficult	 to	 explain	 and	disentangle	 an	 aporophobic	 act	
from	 an	 individual	 motivation	 or	 as	 an	 outcome	 of	 certain	 institutional	 features.	 It	 is	 most	
likely	that	such	acts	will	result	from	a	combination	of	factors,	such	as	formal	rules,	institutional	
norms,	 local	 cultures,	 among	 others	 and	 it	 does	 not	 seem	 much	 productive	 to	 try	 to	












At	 a	 higher	 level,	 there	 are	 processes	 that	 can	 be	 grouped	 under	 the	 title	 of	 macro	
aporophobia.	 They	 take	 place	 when	 economic	 structures	 (that	 can	 be	 named	 e-processes)	
and/or	 government	 policies	 (called	 g-processes)	 reject	 the	 poor	 in	 the	 social	 struggle	 for	
defining	 the	 distribution	 of	 resources	 in	 society.	 Our	 main	 argument	 here	 is	 that	 in	
aporophobic	 societies	 the	 rich	 have	 a	 higher	 capacity	 to	 appropriate	 a	 larger	 share	 of	 their	
gross	 economic	 product.	 This	 is	 substantiated	 by	 Palma’s	 2016	 findings.	 These	 societies	
produce	 social	 organisms,	 market	 structures	 and	 economic	 ideologies	 that	 boost	 the	 non-
poor’s	 (in	 particular	 the	 rich’s)	 achievements	 (Piketty,	 2014).	 The	 main	 outcome	 of	 the	
interaction	 of	 these	 complex	 factors	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 the	 proportion	 of	 the	 national	 income	
appropriated	 by	 the	 1%	 or	 10%	 richest.	 This	 is	 not	 to	 dismiss	 individual	 merits	 but	 to	
acknowledge	that	there	are	societies	in	which	their	economic	processes	are	more	conducive	to	
higher	 levels	 of	 income	 and	 wealth	 concentration	 and	 polarisation.	 In	 the	 pro-poor	
measurement	 debate	 not	much	 attention	 is	 given	 to	 the	 role	 of	 the	 non-poor	 in	 explaining	
different	distributive	patterns	(Kakwani	and	Pernia,	2000).	
One	 could	 however	 mention	 that	 there	 are	 societies	 in	 which	 their	 non-poor	 are	 very	
generous,	 actively	 sharing	 the	 fruits	 of	 their	 endeavours	with	 the	poor.	 For	 this	 reason,	 it	 is	
relevant	 to	 take	 into	 account	 how	 different	 e-processes	 can	 socially	 impact	 on	 the	 poor	
through	 ‘giving’	 of	 the	 non-poor.	 The	 fact	 that	 some	 e-process	 reject	 the	 poor	 do	 not	
constitute	the	ultimate	evidence	of	how	the	economy	as	a	whole	condemn	them	if	one	does	
not	take	into	account	private	redistribution	processes.		
One	might	 think	however	 that	governments	exist	 to	 fix	 this	problem	(Stiglitz	and	Rosengard,	
2015)	but	in	fact	governments	are	often	themselves	aporophobic	when	their	(regressive)	taxes	
represent	more	of	a	burden	to	the	poor	than	to	the	non-poor	and	when	their	services	benefit	
the	non-poor	 relatively	more	 than	 the	poor.	 So,	governments	 that,	 instead	of	 correcting	 the	












programs	 (CCTs),	 they	might	 face	difficulties	 in	 implementing	 these	 interventions	because	of	
the	negative	criticism	of	the	public	opinion	(of	the	non-poor).	There	is	an	interesting	literature	
on	‘the	political	economy	of	inequality’	that	shows	how	economic	and	social	inequalities	affect	
politics	and	government	redistributive	policies	 (McCarty	and	Pontusson,	2011).	 It	 seems	that	
most	 mechanisms	 of	 governments’	 redistribution	 depend	 on	 the	 ability	 of	 ‘the	 organised	





social	distance	among	 the	non-poor	and	 the	poor,	what	might	be	conducive	 to	 stratification	
(Bottero,	2005),	and	that	on	its	turn	promotes	more	stereotypes	and	aporophobia.	But	often,	
what	matters	most	is	not	the	real	concrete	inequality	conditions	but	the	beliefs	or	ideologies	
that	 the	 non-poor	 develop	 about	 them.	 Alesina	 and	 Glaeser	 (2004)	 show	 how	 different	
European	and	American	images	about	the	poor	cannot	be	explained	by	their	objectively	small	
historical	differences.	As	 a	 result,	 the	European	view	 that	 the	poor	are	 trapped	and	unlucky	
and	 the	American	 view	 that	 the	poor	 are	 lazy	 and	unworthy	 seem	 to	be	explained	more	by	
political	ideologies.		
Do	 underlying	 economic	 realities,	 such	 as	 the	 level	 of	 poverty	 and	 inequality,	 influence	
aporophobia?	Or	 is	aporophobia	a	result	of	political	 ideologies	and	indoctrination?	These	are	
issues	 to	 be	 empirically	 examined	 because	 they	 can	 have	 different	 answers	 for	 different	





















This	 triangle	 greatly	 simplifies	 the	 linkages	 between	 these	 processes	 but	 allows	 us	 to	 think	
about	the	main	implications	of	their	interactions.	Moreover,	it	puts	at	the	centre-stage	of	this	
discussion	the	non-poor	(or	if	one	wishes	to	be	more	analytically	ambitious,	‘the	rich’)	as	a	key	
category	 for	 understanding	 the	 persistence	 of	 poverty	 and	 inequality	 dynamics	 in	 all	 three	
levels	mentioned	above.	 In	 this	 scenario,	 governments	have	 an	 important	normative	 role	 as	
political	expressions	of	the	views	and	voice	of	the	non-poor	and	implementers	of	social	policy	
and	welfare	reforms	(Cozzarelli	et	al,	2001).		
The	 main	 hypothesis	 raised	 by	 this	 triangle	 is	 that	 poverty	 and	 inequality	 fuel	 macro	
aporophobia	 (understood	here	as	e-processes	and	g-processes),	 that	on	their	 turn	reinforces	
the	 mechanisms	 that	 produce	 further	 poverty	 and	 inequality.	 There	 is	 no	 assumption	 of	
causality	 per	 se	 here	 because	 ultimately	 there	 is	 a	 micro	 dimension	 of	 analysis	 that	 seems	
more	determining	for	explaining	the	processes	of	 individual	aporophobia.	We	are	aware	that	
this	suggestion	for	framing	aporophobia,	based	on	the	general	scheme	put	forward	in	Figure	1,	
raises	 all	 kinds	 of	 conceptual,	 theoretical,	measurement	 and	 empirical	matters,	 including	 its	









focus	 on	 a	 theoretical	 question	 that	 is	 key	 for	 assessing	 the	 possibilities	 of	 measuring	




The	 aporophobia	 research	 agenda	 is	 disruptive;	 it	 provides	 new	 lenses	 to	 redefine	 how	
traditional	 phenomena,	 such	 as	 poverty	 and	 inequality,	 can	 be	 understood	 and	 measured.	
Cortina’s	 (2017)	theory,	centred	on	ethics	and	 individuals’	decision-making	processes,	can	be	
cleared	 used	 to	 characterise	 and	 measure	 the	 micro	 dimension	 of	 aporophobia.	 There	 is	 a	
natural	 synergy	 to	 be	 explored	 between	 ethics	 and	 psychology	 in	 developing	 micro	
aporophobia	measurement	 tools	 here.	 However,	when	 it	 comes	 to	 the	macro	 dimension	 of	
aporophobia,	we	have	 to	expand	her	 framework	 to	dialogue	with	a	 literature	on	beliefs	and	







A	question	of	central	 importance	 in	measuring	constructs	with	affective	components,	as	 it	 is	
the	 case	 of	 aporophobia,	 is	 to	 evaluate	whether	 its	 elements	 can	 be	 considered	 as	 distinct	
entities	 or	 whether	 they	 can	 be	 positioned	 along	 dimensions.	 To	 consider	 them	 as	 distinct	
entities,	would	mean	 that	 people	 can	 be	 simultaneously	 classified	 as	 aporophobic	 and	 non-
aporophobic	(in	the	analogy	of	being	happy	and	sad	at	the	same	time	for	different	aspects	of	a	
particular	 situation).	 It	 is	difficult	 to	 see	how	 this	 could	apply	 to	aporophobia.	However,	 the	
truth	 of	 the	 matter	 is	 that	 there	 does	 not	 seem	 to	 exist	 a	 single	 answer	 to	 this	 question.	
Following	Ekkekakis	(2013),	the	17	expressions	used	by	Cortina	(2017)	are	categorised	here	as	
17	 kinds	 of	 aporophobia	 that	 are	 represented	by	 their	 categories	 (as	 portrayed	by	 the	 IBAC	
model)	 conceived	 as	 combinations	 of	 two	 basic	 ingredients	 in	 different	 degrees.	 There	 is	










b) Activation:	 an	 activity	 factor,	 showing	whether	 a	 construct	 is	 fast	 or	 slow,	 active	 or	
passive.	
In	order	to	make	sense	of	the	valence	factor	for	aporophobia	it	is	important	to	introduce	the	



























Once	these	opposites	are	defined,	 it	 is	possible	 to	present	 them	 in	a	model,	 that	 for	sake	of	
simplicity	 could	 be	 named	 the	 3A	 measurement	 model	 of	 aporophobia,	 after	 their	 initials	
(‘A’porophobia,	 ‘A’porophilia	and	 ‘A’ctivation),	as	displayed	 in	Figure	4.	The	main	purpose	of	
16	
	
this	model	 is	 to	map	 out	 the	 informational	 spaces	 related	 to	 aporophobia	 (on	 impressions,	
interpretations	 and	 imaginations;	 beliefs;	 attitudes	 and	 actions).	 It	 is	 within	 these	
informational	spaces	that	all	different	spaces	of	aporophobia	discussed	by	Cortina	(2017)	can	
be	found.	But	what	do	they	mean?	In	very	general	terms	it	can	be	argued	that:	
i) impressions,	 interpretations	 and	 imaginations:	 if	 restricted	 to	 what	 they	 mean	
(without	becoming	beliefs,	attitudes	or	actions),	they	represent	a	low	activation	of	
kinds	 of	 aporophobia	 that	 have	 a	 lower	 valence.	 We	 are	 talking	 about	 early	
negative	ideas	about	the	poor	or	instinctive	reactions	such	as	contempt,	disgust	or	
fear	of	the	poor.	They	are	normally	the	inputs	for	individuals’	motivational	systems	









a	 higher	 probability	 that	 they	 can	 be	 turned	 into	 attitudes	 and	 actions.	 This	
happens	when	beliefs	about	 the	poor	can	generate	 simple	causal	 theories	about	
how	 they	are	and	what	 they	want,	establishing	beliefs	of	 superiority	of	 the	non-
poor,	asymmetric	relation,	together	with	more	elaborated	thoughts	of	aversion;	
iii) attitudes:	they	consist	in	a	predisposition	to	act	that	not	always	are	translated	into	
behaviour	 or	 actions,	 but	 represent	 a	 higher	 activation	 that	 often	 emerges		
associated	with	higher	valences	of	aporophobia.	Here,	 impatience	with	the	poor,	
or	 attitudes	 of	 antipathy	 and	 rejection	 are	 representative	 of	 these	 tendencies.	
However,	 it	 is	 logically	 possible	 that	 some	 kinds	 of	 aporophobia	 belong	 to	more	
than	 one	 of	 these	 informational	 spaces.	 Thus,	 feelings	 of	 contempt	 can	 be	
translated	into	attitudes	of	contempt;	ideas	of	fear	can	be	translated	into	attitudes	
of	 fear,	and	so	on.	Even	when	the	valence	 is	 the	same,	 it	happens	 that	attitudes	
have	a	higher	activation	in	relation	to	beliefs;	
iv) actions:	they	are	often	an	outcome	of	individuals’	executive	functions	and	offer	an	





insults	 and	 even	 physical	 aggression.	 At	 the	 extreme,	 aporophobia	 can	 become	
crimes	such	as	hate	speech	and	acts	and	full	physical	aggression.	





very	high	 level	of	 complexity	 such	as	aporophobia.	Figure	4	presents	 the	main	 informational	















psychometric	 circumplex	 model	 that	 assumes	 very	 unique	 and	 highly	 specific	 patterns	 of	











discussed	 above,	 the	 micro	 dimension	 include	 IBAC	 and	 h-processes.	 They	 are	 about	 what	
people	feel,	believe	and	do.	The	meso	dimension	comprises	what	 institutions	do	(in	terms	of	





intrinsically	 important	 because	 it	 represents	 a	 collective	 dimension	 of	 aporophobia	
incorporated	 into	 economic,	 societal	 and	 governmental	 structures;	 it	 is	 instrumentally	
important	 because	 it	 also	 works	 as	 a	 factory	 of	 enabling	 factors	 for	 the	 meso	 and	 micro	
dimensions	of	aporophobia.	
Each	dimension	of	aporophobia	addresses	phenomena	whose	empirical	nature	is	distinct.	The	
micro	 dimension	 refers	 to	 psychological	 phenomena	 that	 are	 difficult	 to	 observe	 and	 to	
measure	 and	 that	 need	 to	 be	 framed	 into	 formal	 psychometrics	 models.	 The	 elements	
presented	 in	 this	 paper	 should	 facilitate	 this	 work	 by	 theoretically	 organising	 the	 main	
components	 of	 individual	 aporophobia.	 On	 its	 turn,	 the	 meso	 dimension	 tackles	 empirical	
evidence	that	can	be	mostly	observed	in	schools,	hospitals,	shops,	firms,	etc	and	that	depend	
on	how	 institutions	 (formal	 or	 informal)	 are	 structured	 around	 (legal	 and	 ethical)	 principles,	
norms	and	codes	of	conduct.	Not	much	has	been	said	here	about	the	empirical	nature	of	this	
dimension	of	aporophobia	 that	can	be	 investigated	with	 the	use	of	surveys	and	 focal	groups	
about	the	workings	of	different	institutions.	Finally,	the	macro	dimension	focuses	on	empirical	
phenomena	 that	 only	 recently	 have	 received	 more	 systematic	 attention	 from	 scholars	 and	
international	 institutions,	 such	 as	 the	 degree	 of	 progressiveness	 in	 public	 spending	 and	 tax	
systems	and	the	share	of	the	10%	richest	of	their	national	 income	(Piketty,	2020).	It	 is	within	









the	 poor	 and	 are	 very	 tolerant	 to	 inequality.	 Moreover,	 governments	 reinforce	 these	
inequalities	with	their	regressive	fiscal	policies.	Alternatively,	in	non-aporophobic	countries	the	
non-poor	 do	 not	 appropriate	 a	 large	 share	 of	 the	 national	 income	 and	 seem	 to	 be	 more	
generous	 to	 distribute	 to	 the	 poor	 the	 fruits	 of	 their	 income.	 Likewise,	 their	 governments	
reduce	 these	 primary	 inequalities	 with	 their	 progressive	 fiscal	 policies.	 Between	 these	 two	
extreme	storylines	we	find	the	realities	of	most	societies.	
Now,	not	all	variables	have	to	harmonically	move	in	the	same	direction.	It	might	well	be	that	












The	 composite	 index	 consists	 of	 two	 simple	 sub-dimensions:	 ‘the	 economic	 sub-dimension’,	
representing	 the	 social	 forces	 that	 reject	 the	poor	 as	part	 of	 national	 distributional	 conflicts	
and	 the	 ‘governmental	 sub-dimension’	 that	 can	 also	 be	 seen	 as	 rejecting	 the	 poor	 if	 not	



















redistribution	offers	 a	 simple	 structure	 for	 the	GAI.	Within	 each	dimension	we	 can	 find	 two	
variables.	The	first	variable	of	the	economic	sub-dimension	is	a	measure	of	the	capacity	of	the	




about	 pro-poor	 growth	 and	 social	 inclusion.	 Growth	 can	 be	 pro-poor	 in	 aporophobic	
economies	where	the	rich	(in	a	given	country)	still	benefit	from	a	more	than	proportional	share	
of	 national	 income,	when	 compared	 to	 the	 rich	of	 other	 countries.	Growth	 can	be	pro-poor	
during	a	certain	period	and	then	revert	for	another	period.	
The	 second	 sub-dimension	of	 the	GAI	 is	 centred	on	 the	 role	of	 governments	 that	might	use	
their	fiscal	policies	(public	spending	and	taxation)	to	bridge	or	to	enlarge	the	distance	between	
the	poor	and	the	non-poor.	The	concept	of	 ‘progressiveness’	 is	central	for	understanding	the	
commitment	 that	 governments	 might	 have	 with	 different	 social	 groups,	 regardless	 of	 the	
income	 level	of	society	and	of	 the	governments’	capacity	 to	raise	resources.	 If	 the	degree	of	
progressiveness	in	spending	and	taxation	is	high,	this	means	that	the	level	of	commitment	to	
the	poor	 is	high.	 In	other	words,	governments	ensure	that	 the	burden	should	not	 fall	on	the	
poor.		
If	 the	degree	of	progressiveness	 in	spending	and	taxation	 is	 low,	this	means	that	the	 level	of	
commitment	 to	 the	poor	 is	 low,	 characterising	an	unjust	 situation	of	macro	aporophobia,	 in	
which	the	fiscal	burden	falls	on	the	poor.	Several	of	the	variables	mentioned	above	are	already	
produced	 by	 international	 organisations.	 For	 this	 reason,	 it	 is	 more	 efficient	 to	 use	 this	













Richest’s	capacity	of	appropriation	 Income	 share	 held	 by	 highest	 10%.	 Source:	
World	Bank,	2019	
Social	private	redistribution	 Composite	 index	 that	 takes	 into	 account	 i)	
donation	 of	 money	 to	 a	 charity,	 ii)	 time	
volunteered	to	an	organisation	and	ii)	help	to	
a	 stranger.	 Source:	 Charities	 Aid	 Foundation,	
2019	
Degree	of	progressivity	of	spending	 Composite	 index	 that	 takes	 into	 account	
social	 spending	 as	 %	 of	 total	 spending	 and	
incidence	 of	 spending	 on	 inequality.	 Source:	
DFI	and	Oxfam,	2018	
Degree	of	progressivity	of	tax	 Composite	 index	 that	 considers	 progressivity	
of	 tax	 structure,	 incidence	 of	 tax	 on	






aporophobia)	 and	 ends	 at	 1	 (suggesting	 maximum	 macro	 aporophobia).	 Initial	 calculations	
were	 produced	 for	 155	 countries.	 Some	 examples	 might	 be	 useful	 to	 characterise	 these	
processes.	When	we	look	at	countries	with	very	high	levels	of	aporophobia,	we	find	that	at	the	
top	of	the	list	there	are	many	small	countries	with	incipient	spending	and	tax	structures,	where	
the	 rich	 appropriate	 a	 very	 high	 proportion	 of	 their	 national	 income.	 The	 situation	 of	 these	
countries	seem	to	be	a	bit	peculiar,	given	that	some	are	fiscal	paradises	and	others	have	their	
economies	 dominated	 by	 few	 economic	 activities	 (many	 are	 islands	with	 small	 populations)	
and	for	this	reason	we	moved	towards	a	shorter	list	of	127	countries	with	populations	above	
1.5	million.		
One	 limitation	 in	 using	 this	 kind	 of	 international	 data	 is	 that	 not	 all	 of	 the	 above	 data	 is	
available	for	the	most	recent	years.	Thus,	we	should	consider	that	whereas	most	countries	will	
have	figures	for	2018,	others	might	have	only	for	2015	or	2012.	Be	it	as	it	may,	this	follows	the	








Sample	 Mean	GAI	 Std.	Dev.	 Min	GAI	 Max	GAI	
All	 .5194921	 .1379008	 .1703766	 .7766051	
By	HDI	Level	
Very	High	 .4021047	 .1519143	 .1703766	 .7322341	
High	 .5546188	 .0665013	 .4504590	 .7035868	
Medium	 .5561391	 .0741815	 .4038277	 .7072566	
Low	 .6231511	 .0797195	 .4906985	 .7766051	
Income	Group	
High	 .4471006	 .1543346	 .1703766	 .7322341	
Upper-Middle	 .5461468	 .0639826	 .4125498	 .6731802	
Lower-Middle	 .6038172	 .0791610	 .4729448	 .7517365	
Low	 .6687723	 .0826599	 .5660041	 .7766051	
Inequality	
Very	High	 .6198746	 .1122853	 .3464427	 .7766051	
High	 .5779979	 .0955561	 .2626553	 .7517365	
Medium	 .4868589	 .1281209	 .1703766	 .7235230	




.6255447	 .	 .6255447	 .6255447	
Primary	 .6038667	 .0882769	 .4977631	 .7766051	
Middle	School	 .6052694	 .0793849	 .4364705	 .744146	
Secondary		 .5447921	 .0819978	 .4018423	 .7517365	




.6195774	 .0809483	 .4364705	 .7766051	
Primary	 .5634977	 .0651734	 .4125498	 .7332887	
Middle	School	 .5136191	 .1071141	 .2430909	 .7322341	

















Source	 SS	 DF	 MS	 F	
HDI	 .98	 3	 .33	 28.59***	
Income	 .67	 3	 .22	 15.92***	
Inequality	 .63	 3	 .21	 14.60***	
EYS	 1.16	 4	 .30	 28.81***	
AYS	 1.14	 3	 .38	 37.04***	






indeed	 statistically	 significant.	 These	 results	 are	 further	 verified	 through	 Tukey's	 HSD	 tests,	





Pairwise	Comparisons	 Contrast	 Std.	Err.	 T	
HDI	
Very	High	vs	Low	 -.2210464	 .0254844	 -8.67***	
Very	High	vs	Medium	 -.1540343	 .0263052	 -5.86***	
Very	High	vs	High	 -.1525141	 .0263052	 -5.80***	
High	vs	Low	 -.0685323	 .0284186	 -2.41	
Medium	vs	Low	 -.0670121	 .0284186	 -2.36	
High	vs	Medium	 -.0015202	 .0291569	 -0.05	
Income	
High	vs	Low	 -.2216716	 .0551742	 -4.02***	
High	vs	Lower-middle	 -.1567166	 .0260062	 -6.03***	
Upper-middle	vs	Low	 -.1226255	 .0570877	 -2.15	
High	vs	Upper-middle	 -.0990461	 .0262767	 -3.77***	
Lower-middle	vs	Low	 -.0649551	 .0569637	 -1.14	
Upper-middle	vs	Lower-middle	 -.0576704	 .0298519	 -1.93	
Inequality	
Very	High	vs	High	 .0418767	 .0344443	 1.22	
Medium	vs	Low	 .0853689	 .0320498	 2.66**	
High	vs	Medium	 .0911389	 .0256777	 3.55***	
Very	High	vs	Medium	 .1330156	 .0326985	 4.07***	
High	vs	Low	 .1765078	 .033829	 5.22***	
Very	High	vs	Low	 .2183845	 .039424	 5.54***	
Expected	Years	of	Schooling	
College	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.2752783	 .1022168	 -2.69*	
College	vs	Middle	 -.2550029	 .0259631	 -9.82***	
25	
	
College	vs	Primary	 -.2536002	 .0401345	 -6.32***	
College	vs	Secondary	 -.1945257	 .0228564	 -8.51***	
Secondary	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.0807526	 .1013614	 -0.80	
Secondary	vs	Middle	 -.0604772	 .0223594	 -2.70*	
Secondary	vs	Primary	 -.0590745	 .037903	 -1.56	
Primary	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.021678	 .106595	 -0.20	
Middle	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.0202754	 .1021068	 -0.20	
Middle	vs	Primary	 .0014027	 .0398536	 0.04	
Average	Years	of	Schooling	
Secondary	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.2667236	 .0264359	 -10.09***	
Secondary	vs	Primary	 -.2106439	 .0260776	 -8.08***	
Secondary	vs	Middle	 -.1607653	 .0260776	 -6.16***	
Middle	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.1059583	 .0249162	 -4.25***	
Primary	vs	Less	than	primary	 -.0560797	 .0249162	 -2.25	








This	evidence	suggests	 that	 low	human	development	countries	have	 the	highest	 level	of	GAI	
and	 that	 it	 decreases	 as	 we	 move	 towards	 countries	 with	 a	 higher	 level	 of	 human	
development.	But	this	is	not	a	linear	process.	Much	of	this	difference	can	be	found	in	relation	
to	 very	 high	 human	 development	 countries	 in	 comparison	 to	 high,	 medium	 and	 low	
development	 countries,	 but	 not	 among	 these	 lower	 groups,	 indicating	 that	 only	 at	 higher	
levels	of	human	development	is	that	societies	manage	to	overcome	their	macro	aporophobia.	




















We	 find	 that	 at	 the	 top	 of	 the	 list	 is	 the	 Central	 African	 Republic,	with	 a	 GAI	 of	 0.777.	 The	
degree	 of	 progressiveness	 of	 their	 spending	 and	 tax	 system	 is	 very	 low,	 0.12	 and	 0.22	














middle	 countries	 but	 not	 among	 them	 suggesting	 that	 the	 transition	 from	 low	 income	
countries	 does	 not	 seem	 to	 be	 associated	 with	 lower	 levels	 of	macro	 aporophobia.	 On	 the	
other	hand,	macro	aporophobia	seems	to	be	very	sensitive	to	inequality,	but	in	this	case,	the	
only	 difference	 that	 does	 not	 seem	 to	 be	 statistically	 significant	 is	 between	 those	with	 very	
high	and	high	 inequality,	 suggesting	 that	after	 a	 certain	 inequality	 threshold,	 aporophobia	 is	
more	 of	 a	 problem.	 When	 we	 consider	 the	 education	 flow,	 given	 by	 expected	 years	 of	
schooling,	the	differences	between	college	and	other	degrees	is	remarkable,	although	there	is	





Cortina	 (2017)	 has	 named	 and	 conceptualised	 a	 phenomenon	 that	 is	 at	 the	 root	 of	 several	
challenges	in	promoting	human	development:	aporophobia.	The	importance	of	this	construct	
cannot	be	overestimated.	Not	only	does	the	concept	of	aporophobia	tackle	a	very	 important	
kind	of	discrimination	but	 it	also	addresses	 issues	 that	can	change	 the	way	 that	poverty	and	
inequality	are	considered	as	separate	phenomena.	It	is	within	this	context	that	this	paper	has	
put	 forward	 a	 new	 framework	 for	 examining	 and	 measuring	 the	 different	 dimensions	 of	
aporophobia,	namely,	the	micro,	meso,	and	macro	dimensions,	each	with	their	own	generating	
processes.	 Some	of	 these	processes	 are	psychological;	 some	are	 institutional	 and	others	 are	
part	 of	 economic,	 cultural	 and	 governmental	 structures	 that	 define	 the	 ways	 that	 societies	
work	against	the	poor.	
Within	the	micro	or	psychological	domain,	 IBAC	and	h-processes	unveil	some	complexities	 in	
explaining	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 aporophobia	 phenomena.	 This	 paper	 raises	 several	 conceptual	
issues	 that	might	 inform	empirical	 agendas	 related	 to	 the	 formation	of	 aporophobia	beliefs,	
how	 are	 they	 consolidated	 in	 attitudes	 and	 under	 what	 conditions	 they	 can	 trigger	
aporophobic	actions,	or	ultimately,	aporophobic	 crime.	This	analytical	 sequence	 is	 static	and	
can	be	complemented	by	work	that	maps	out	dynamic	aporophobia	trajectories.	Future	results	
in	 this	 field	 might	 help	 the	 development	 of	 anti-aporophobia	 policies,	 with	 targeted	
interventions	 directed	 at	 families,	 children,	 adolescents,	 etc	 on	 sensitive	 and	 critical	 periods	





Within	 the	 meso	 or	 institutional	 domain	 of	 aporophobia,	 new	 light	 can	 be	 thrown	 on	 the	
debate	about	governance	structures	and	codes	of	conduct	of	institutions,	in	particular,	but	not	







Finally,	 within	 the	 macro	 dimension	 this	 discussion	 focuses	 on	 the	 role	 of	 the	 non-poor	 in	
benefiting	from	unjust	aporophobic	structures	without	showing	much	sympathy	for	the	poor.	
And	how	governments,	 instead	of	balancing	out	these	effects,	reinforce	them	through	unjust	
spending	 and	 tax	 structures	 that	 allocate	 a	 heavier	 burden	 to	 the	 poor.	 This	 discussion	
suggests	 that	 progressiveness	 is	 key	 for	 making	 countries	 less	 aporophobic.	 But	 it	 is	 not	






theories	 and	 empirical	 evidence	will	 illuminate	 some	 of	 the	 issues	 raised	 by	 Cortina	 (2017).	
Some	of	these	issues	will	be	about	the	psychology	of	aporophobia.	Others	will	be	about	how	
institutions	 are	 prepared	 (or	 not)	 to	 handle	 different	 kinds	 of	 rejection	 of	 the	 poor	 as	 a	
category	 of	 discrimination.	 Finally,	 another	 set	 of	 issues	 will	 delve	 into	 the	 links	 between	
poverty	and	inequality,	broadening	the	scope	of	the	debate	to	take	into	account	the	role	of	the	
non-poor	in	tolerating	and	sometimes	even	benefiting	from	unjust	forms	of	inequality.	Overall,	
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